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C. olivacea Liebm. Mex. Halv. 79 (1850), not Boott (1846). 


C. monticola 


Boeckl. Engler's Bot. Jahrb. 1 1364 (1881), not be 


we 


1861). 


C. androgyna Bailey, Proc. Anier. Acad. 22 :101 (1886), not Balbis. 

Liebmann reports it from the Peak of Orizaba. 

Carex oblata Bailey, var. luzuliformis, n. var.— Differs from r ie 
species in being much taller (two feet or more), with broader leaves 
and much larger spikes. 

Idaho, Oregon, California. It is 6210 of the California Geological Survet 
and 1426 of the Department of Agriculture Death Valley Expedition (C ; - ' 
Funstori). In some cases I have confounded this with C. luzulafolu "■ 
Boott, but that species differs in its broader foliage, and particularly ” rtJ 
broader, papery, and more turgid perigynia. The perigynia of C. obhiti *** 
var. luzuliformis are long and gradually tapering, hard and not at 


inflated. 


Cornell 



THE SYSTEMATIC POSITION OF THE GENUS MONOCLE' 

The genus Monoclea, according to Schiffner, 1 2 contains one certain. 

known species, M. Forsteri Hook., and a second one, M- & a 
I.eitgeb, which Schiffner thinks should probably be united with * 
Forsteri. The American form of the latter has been separate 
(rottse/iei bv Lindberg, but is not usually considered to be distinct 
Monoclea Forsteri is apparently common throughout tropi * ^ 

ica, and during a visit to Jamaica in the summer of i<>97 ^ 11161,11 
plant repeatedly in the wet mountain ravines, and upon 
rocks along the margins of streams. In such situations t 


the 



occurred in large masses and was very conspicuous 


the refer 


Hooker’s original description 1 I have not seen, but from 
ence to this in Gottsche’s paper, 3 it must be very incorujdet ^ 
was an evident confusion of the plant with Anthoceros and De 
I he locality from which the original plant came seems also 

1 lie first account of the plant which is at all complete 


ful. 


a 


0 ^ # j 

Engler and Prantl, Die naturlichen Pflanzenfamilicn 91 - 9 -- 

2 Hooker, Musci exotici. London, 1820. 

3 Gottsche, L eber das Genus Monoclea 


. Bot. Zeit. igi2$i~ 2 °v' 
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. Gottsche in the paper already referred to. Leitgeb 4 in his great 
«ui upon the Hepaticae made some additions to Gottsche’s descrip- 


"ti and corrected his error as to the origin of the archegonia. 


Both 


oi these observers studied the female plant only, but in the last part 
•'•i - !,is work, 5 Leitgeb describes the male plant of what he considered 
ustinet species, to which he gave the name M. dilatata. 1 he speci¬ 
als came from New Zealand and were supposed to be a species, of 
B nortiera, which Monoclea resembles very closely in general habit. 

finally Ruge 6 has added materially to our knowledge of the plant, 
ttj^eoially as regards the development of the reproductive organs. 

^hile Gottsche and Leitgeb both recognized the obvious resem- 
i lace of the thallusof Monoclea to that of Dumortiera, they concluded 
^ the complete absence of the characteristic lacunae of the marchan- 
wIceous * hall us in the former forbade its being placed in the Mai- 
-ntiacere, and that its nearest affinity was with the thallose Jungei* 
••^niaceae like Pellia and Pallavicinia. 

careful examination of the material collected by me last summer, 

^ study of the observations made by Leitgeb and Ruge, have 
' nce d me that the genus should be removed from the Junger- 
®niaceae to the Marchantiacese with which it much more clostl\ 

• The form of the thallus and the character of the apical cell 

archantiaceous, but as the air-cham- 


* well 


as 


as m 


l by Leitgeb 

* ^juite absent he concluded that this resemblance was purel) 
pvfficial. While admitting the absence of lacunae in some forint of 

he claimed that these were always formed in the youngest 





tof the thallus and were destroyed later. However, a careful exam- 
5K- ^ Wr ‘ ter7 D* trichocephala showed that in this species 
•jjji reconi pletely absent from the beginning, and theStrUctufC^MW 
jjj. , ^sponded in every respect with that of MonoclCa. The most 
^ 6 . lffere nce between the latter and the other Marchantiacea? is the 
ij-.j . ^^ le 'entral scales, which are here represented onh b\ papillate 

Ver - duration. These, however, correspond in origin 

Mr C ^ eS 0r< ^inary types, and simply remain undevelope . 

’ Un ^*^ e any of the Jungermanniacem, has two sorts O 

like those of the latter, and thick wa 


rs * ^in-walled 


‘ UlTc 

‘k d<5 


ones 


ntersuchungen tiber die Lebermoose 3 : ^2 


5 Op. cit. 6 : I3 1 - 




. ® e ' lr age zur Kenntniss der Vegetationsorgane der Leberm 


77: 2 79 . 1893. 

LaMPhki. 


J lb, Mosses and Ferns 4Q. iSoS* 
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rhizoids which are doubtless the homologues of the characterise 
tuberculate ones of the typical Marchantiaceae. 

It is the structure and arrangement of the sexual organs, however, 
which prove the close affinity of Monoclea with the Marchantiacot 
both Leitgeb and Ruge noticed the extraordinary resemblance of the 
male receptacle to that of such forms as Conocephalus or Fimbriaru. 
and Ruge's figures show that the development of the antheridiuu: > 
thoroughly typical of the Marchantiaceae, although he makes no uea 
tion of this fact in the text. 


1’he origin of the archegonia is exactly as in Targionia, and I 


have 


found that there are six row’s of neck-cells, as in the Marchantiace*. 
instead of the five regularly found in the typical Jungermanniace*. 

It seems strange that Ruge did not recognize the obvious marchan* 
tiaceous character of the reproductive organs, but he passes overt i? 
point without comment. Schiffner” places the genus in the Jung" 
manniaceae, near Pallavicinia and Symphyogyna, although admittfl- 
marked differences in the character of the sporogonium. 

In regard to the exact position [of Monoclea, it will not be po- 
sible to decide until more is known of the development of t 
embryo. At present it seems to approach Targionia more near yt 
any other genus. I he resemblance to Dumortiera is probabh P ur 
superficial, and simply indicates a similar adaptation to similar sen 


aquatic environment. 


with t 


lower 


W e may safely conclude that the affinities of Monoclea are 


thf 


series of Marchantiaceae, perhaps the 



; well 25 


archegonia are borne directly upon the unmodified thallus, an 
definite receptacle is developed. The absence of lacunae, ^ 

the simplification of the rhizoids and ventral scales, are wit ^ 

question secondary, as they are in Dumortiera, where, howeve^ 


• ■ 



^ccunaary, as tney are in uuniurucia, ^ rr e]ne^ 
reduction is not quite so marked ; and these reductions are 

w’ith the almost aquatic nature of these plants. There is li _ 

suppose that the two genera are closely related, as Dumortie^^^ 

undoubted relationship with the higher March an tieae, like ni0 *y 


fied 


* nftnil iiv too® 

where both antheridia and archegonia are borne upon sp ^^[ svs j e nt. 

receptacles which are compound, representing a ra ^ 
Monoclea may be supposed to bear the same relation * ^pot < ' t - i '' 
Marchantiaceae that Dumortiera does to the higher one 
Houghton Campbell, Stanford University. 


8 


Engler and Prantl, loc. cit. 



